
1)-77
· .,.! ' ....°4'ilu U I 1~.,-

f/CP O-fcv·/

.---.-

11 .J-

t/',y

Celrl ScJ.>V"/'/~
S"S-9 ~fl/~to~ fJ/o

Ce Jell' j, i/rfr /1/./. / IS-I(

No. of Copiesrec'd~ .
List ABCDE



Dee Dee Senaa!

5314 Pecan Valley Drive
San Antaomo, TX 78223

July 20, 1994
RECEIVE~ .. U'

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

'AUG f "994'

Dear Representative Barrett:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference rSPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, faciiitie::> wouid have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century, This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

INo. of Copies rac'd
list ABCDE ----Sincerely,

Q~ -CJ L,,- ~ Q_~t--~"-~ -

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.



97 Plaza Drive
Universal City, TX 78148

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

RECEIVE~

rAU~' f '199"

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, i am stating rllY
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there woula be no competition.. Withoui. comrnis~ions, faciii'i65.Wvi.Jld have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues. I
Sincerely"
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

RECEIVELoi

'AIIC-'1 '1994'

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
:Strong opposh:lon to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part.
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
tlJ t'..!!'n to their ~.IJ\f'!!m!!1g boc'! and t~xpa'lers 8r'rl clJ"",ete for ~Ir~~dy scarc~ reSIJL'~C~$, !!1mat~

morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

ISincerely,

~o. of Copies rec'd
L,st ABCDE ---_



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized. .

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for. their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
if' C'('IlJlrt b9 ~. di.S.i3St9!". L~ce! ~9!eph~r!e ~nd long distence cc~paniee w-cu!d no !~.r.ger r,sve ~o pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance. budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I app·eal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Sarrett;

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inlTlate phone service. From a financial point of view,
:t cou!d be a dis8st~r. Loc&! tc!cphc·r.c and long cH!:ta~cc comf}~n~cs v~,;,ct:!d nc !cng-:r have. to P&y
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely'./j~./~
(:T\05lU~ IJ1 ~G-Q No. of Cogies rec'd.__I__

U8tABCOE



July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

Marilyn Henderson
326 Weathercock

San Antonio, TX 78239

RECErVE..;

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0+ Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
cQmm!ss!<~r.C! bec~L'se ther.9 "AJould be no competition. Without CIJfT'l~i~~ll:'ns,f~~mti~sw011ld have
to turn to their governing b09Y and taxpayers and ·compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely, No. of Copies rec·d'----"!:...-__
Lilt ABODE



Major Garland G. Stafford
Chief Deputy

July 26, 1994

Major Ronald C. O'Shield.f
Courts / Civil Process

Major Barry N. Wo(}~r

Jail Administrator

.. ".

Captain David B. HUllon
Administrative Service

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Billed Party Preference: CC Docket No. 92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to Billed Party Preference (BPP) at our County Jail.

Prior to the use of a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate
calls, with whom we have a contractual agreement, we were plagued by
phone fraud and harassing phone calls. More than once we received calls
from phone companies indicating they had been defrauded out of thousands
of dollars by inmate phone schemes from within our facility. It was
also not uncommon for citizens to call and complain of unwanted phone
calls from inmates they did not even know.

With the implementation of our single carrier service these problems
stopped. Not only were inmates' calls monitored which prevented illegal
and inappropriate calls, but revenues were generated by commission which
has assisted in paying for inmate services. A comparison of our
carrier's rates as opposed to what the general public pays is our
carrier is cheaper.

Without a doubt the single carrier service is the best way to go for our
correctional facility and I would hate to think of the reoccurring
problems awaiting us should (BPP) be adopted.

Majo.. .
Jail Admi rstrator
Chesterfield County Jail

/
cc: The Honorable James H. Quello

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew L. Barrett~

The Honorable Susan Ness ~o. of Copies rec'd
lIst ABCOE ----



OFFICE OF

MARION COUNTY SHERIFF
JOSEPH G. McATEE

40 South Alabama Street

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

(317) 633-5181

RECEIVEa.i

July 21, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Barrett:

Over the last several months, I have read with great concern about the "Bill Party
Preference" issue. As you can imagine, our Sheriff has received many letters and memo's
regarding the bad effect Bill Party Preference is going to have on the inmate institutions. Most,
if not all, have b~en forwarded to myself the person who handles the inmate telephone system.

I am very concerned about the increase of fraud and abuse, not to mention the additional
work Billed Party Preference will create. Presently we have one long distance vendor serving
our facility and we receive approximately three or four complaints a week concerning calls that
can not be completed. The number of these calls seems to be increasing each month. In 99% of
the cases, calls have been restricted by the long distance vendor because they are unable to
collect revenue for the calls.

The long distance vendor uses a billing company which submits the charges to the local
telephone company, which in tum places the charges on the monthly local telephone bill. We
have found that when the local telephone company is not paid, neither is the long distance vendor
and they attempt to restrict telephone calls to that number to eliminate an further loss of revenue.
To further complicate this matter, ifpartial payment is made, the local telephone companies
usually take their portion of the funds before attempting to pay any of the other vendors that may
be included in the bill.

!No. of Copies rec'd, _
List ABCDE

You can't fault the local telephone companies for taking their money first or the long
distance companies for discontinuing service when they are not paid. This does however create a
problem for the detention facility when people call and say they can not receive calls from the
facility. We feel we are responsible to check into the problem and determine why the call is not
being processed.

"BEST DRESSED COUNTY DEPARTMENT IN AMERICA" Law and Order Magazine 1982, 1986



IfBilled Party Preference is approved, it will be next to impossible to determine
who is restricting calls from our facility and furthermore impossible to restrict death
threats, harassing calls, etc. placed to victims of crimes.

I would like to recommend that Billed Party Preference not be passed and detention
facilities be allowed to continue the use of equipment specifically designed to prevent fraud,
abuse, and criminal activity over the telephone network.

In closing, you need to keep in mind that there are times you are not dealing with the
honest citizen trying to receive a call from the jail, but instead, another criminal practicing his
trade through the inmate telephone system.

If you have any questions feel free to call me at 317 231-8331.

Sincerely,

IA'~
John S. Gardner



15811 Wlldemess Pkwy
san Antonio, TX 78232

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

RECEIVE..;

AII~ 1 '1994'

'.',"

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, i am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPPJ for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commiSSions, facilities wouiu hi:lvt:l
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century, This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

0wi~~
No. of Copies rec'd /
List ABCDE '----



4819 Wordsworth
San Antonio, TX 78217

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

RECEiVE~

~1Jr,' 1 .'99i

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
ccmm;ssicns bGcri~3e the:"e w~u!d bg no competition, Without commissions, fRcilitiAS would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse 7 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

ISincerely,

~v-0(Y\d~ No. of Copies rac'd
List ABCDE ----



John D. Colvin, III
4911 La Posada

San Antonio, Texas 78233

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Barrett:

'A"~ 1 '199i

FEDER"!,~~~r-:!inOt~ COMMISSION
OHltt\\

As ooth an employee in the comrnunicationsindusifY Clnd a tax lJayinQ citizen, ; am stating my
strong opposition to Silled Party Preference fSPPl for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be ~ disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissiol'\c; ber.~u~ there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse 7 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely, No. ot Copies rec'd.__I__
List ABCDE



July 25, 1994

Mr. W. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW, Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Docket 92-77, Billed Party Preference for 0+ InterLATA Calls

Dear Mr. Caton,

SDN Users Association, Inc.
EO. Box 4014, Bridgewater, NJ. 08807

RECEIVEu

lUG 1 r'991
FEDEfW.CCItOICATDI COMIot$SION

<JREOF SECRETARY

On behalf of the SDN Users Association I would like to restate our position on Billed Party Preference for 0+ InterLATA Calls.
The Association believes that the curreI)t methods to access the 0+ services have the required functionality to reach the carrier
of choice. This is the same position that we have communicated in the past, as well as at the meetings with Reed Hundt and
Kathleen Levitz, on April 6, 1994.

Our Regulatory Affairs Committee has reviewed the record and the FCC's 'Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making' released
June 6, 1994. Overall the Association is very pleased that the FCC is seeking to evaluate costs versus benefits for this proposal.
Many benefits have been brought to the marketplace by the FCC's work since Divestiture. Our conviction is that the
marketplace is competitive and that services will continue to emerge at reasonable prices.

We are not in a position to comment substantially on the implementation cost, since we are customers, not providers. However,
the Association is concerned that the proposed rule, if implemented, will impact costs for the Local Exchange Companies
(LEC) that ultimately will be passed on to the end user. If passed, the proposed rule-making could add substantial capital
investment, operating cost, and complexity that would negatively effect the customer base using 0+ services. Currently, any
exceptions to access availability are addressable through existing rules covering pay phones, such as the Telephone Operator
Consumer Services Improvement Act (TOCSIA).

For these reasons and the ones stated in our letter of January 13, 1994, we continue to oppose the Proposed Rule Making for
Docket 92-77.

ISincerely,

;iJUb-i ~tiG4
Linda L. Tratnik
President
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City of Austin

July 27, 1994

Mr. William F. Canton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street -- Room 222
Washington DC 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77, Phase II

Dear Mr. Canton:

The Billed Party Preference rule which the Federal Communications Commission seeks to
promulgate will have an adverse financial impact on airports.

Robert Mueller Municipal Airport is a medium-hub airport, serving approximately five million
total passengers a year. In our 160,000 square foot facility, there are approximately 100 pay
telephones; 85% are non-credit card pay phones. If this rule as proposed is effected, Robert
Mueller Municipal Airport could lose $85,000 or more annually in revenue.

Over the past several years, Robert Mueller Municipal Airport, Austin, Texas, has averaged
$100,000 annual revenue in commission payments from our selected long distance carrier.
Contracts to long distance carriers at airports around the United States are typically awarded
competitively. The competition criteria includes not only commissions paid to the airport, but
also services rendered to the airport and the traveling public.

Airports depend heavily on revenue from concessions, including telephones, to help offset the
cost of operations within the airport terminals. Concessionaires pay airport operators
commissions on the revenues derived from airport sales and services for the right to operate on
airport property. As airlines continue to push for reduced landing and terminal lease fees, it is
counterproductive to airports' efforts to hold down costs if other sources of revenue are cut off.
We believe that promulgation of this rule will eliminate any incentive for long distance carriers
to compete for the right to place pay telephones in airport terminals. The most dependable
carriers will likely put the money saved from commissions into advertising and marketing. As a
result, their market shares will remain comparable, but they will not be compelled to compensate
airports for the use of airport property.

No. of Copies rec'dU J-2
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The Federal Communications Commission proposes to implement a rule to benefit a few
customers and a few long distance carriers who choose not to focus their marketing resources on
attracting loyal customers. In doing so, airports will likely lose revenue. The costs do not
outweigh the benefits. It would be considerably more cost effective to implement a rule
requiring the unblocking of access to other carriers. The burden then would be on the long
distance carriers to market their services and the telephone customers to use access codes if they
so desire.

We appreciate the opportunity to make these comments.
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party
Preference

Dear Mr. Barrett:

I oppose the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at
inmate facilities.

I have analyzed the security and administration needs at my
facility and I have found it necessary to route inmate calls
from my facility to a single carrier that is equipped to
handle inmate calls and with whom I have a contractual
relationship. Inmates should not be allowed open access to
the telecommunications network and the freedom to use any
carrier they please. I have also found it necessary to
install phone equipment that is specifically designed for
inmate calls. This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive
calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone
network.

The sheriff's of rural Oklahoma cannot afford to provide this
type of equipment without the help of inmate phone service
providers. BPP will take away my right to coordinate inmate
calls through a carrier I know and trust. Instead, inmates
calls will be routed to a number of different carriers that
will not provide the needed type of equipment to run a secure
type system.

BPP would also eliminate the much need larger percent of
revenue now paid to an individual correctional facility by a
contracted individual carrier. That if calls are allowed to
be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom
will have any obligation to us, these larger percentages
of revenue to correctional facilities will be terminated.
The carriers profits will increase and the quality of service



to the correctional facility and inmates will decrease and
the rates charged by the carrier will remain the same.
Without inmate phones, the moral of our inmates will be
devastated and the increased tension will make it more
difficult for our staff "one man per shift" to manage these
inmates.

The sheriff's in Oklahoma are sensitive to the rates inmate
families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's
concern if some Sheriffs do no take responsibility for
protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not
agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of
responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective action
would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let
Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts.
Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are
committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important
security and administrative measures that we have found to be
necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone
availability, which in turn decreases the efficiency of our
staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere
with our administrative and security decisions - decisions
that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a
public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

Charles Sisco, Sheriff
Seminole County Sheriff Department
110 S. Wewoka Ave.
Wewoka, Okla. 74884
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Rachelle Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Chong:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference {SPPJ tor 0+ Calls. Further, i respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
moro'o flmd:~g "~'ou!d be dCC;'C3scd 3nd attended by ~n lm::rl'!P~~ i" inrnatecontrol problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

No. of Copies rac'd /
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I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.
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July 12, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Billed Party Preference; CC Docket Number 92-77

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

As Sheriff of Merced County, California, and a Jail Administrator, I am requesting that
the Federal Communications Commission exclude local jails from the proposed "billed party
preference" system for 0+ Inter LATA payphone traffic rules.

While there may be ways to prevent fraud under RP.P., we would be losing our ability
to closely monitor phone calls during investigations and would likely loose our ability to quickly
block calls to protect victims and witnesses from intimidation and family and friends from
unwanted calls and harrassment. These issues are very important to me and the citizens of
Merced County.

Eliminating the 0+ commissions received currently would have the effect of creating a
host of unfunded mandates. California jails have Inmate Welfare Funds which are by law to
provide for programs, serVices and facilities for inmates. Telephone commissions are the
primar"'], in some cases sole, source of revenue for the Inmate Welfare Fund. Many of these
programs and services are now mandated by law and the courts, primarily the Federal courts.
Elimination of commission revenues would force jails to tap already strapped budgets to fund
these mandates.

No. of Copies rec'd OJ-- d­
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The services and programs provided by the Inmate Welfare Fund includes Adult
Education, GED Programs, basic literacy training, job training, substance abuse and family
counseling, Chaplains, religious services and many more. Even basics such as supplying
indigent inmates with personal hygene supplies and letter writing material are provided for by
this fund.
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
July 12, 1994
Page Two

These programs would cease or have to be funded with tax dollars. Merced County has
already been forced to close its libraries and parks, suspend building maintenance and eliminate
several hundred jobs. We obviously cannot replace the dollars we would lose if our commission
revenues are eliminated.

Before you make any decision, please stop and listen to the thousands of local jails that
will be dramatically and adversely impacted by your failure to exclude them from the B.P.P.
System. Every State has different laws governing its jails. I can only speak for our California
laws and under them failure to exclude jails would be devastating.

Very truly yours,

Tom Sawyer, Sheriff-Coroner

TS:cvg
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The Honorable Rachelle Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Chong:

199J."

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
if: ,..",IId !:'p p rii~~stp.r. L"~$ill t~!p.rnnnA anrt long distanpB companies would 1'0 Innger have to pay
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This" of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inma}.fc phone. service is ?ot perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues. Li~t ~k~~~es rec'd_-+f-__

Sincerely,
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Rachelle Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Chong:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it ~nu&d. he a disa~tel" t ()r.~l tr:I"l!1b(}"'H~ :-lOd (nnr' distance cnmoanie!';would no longer have to oav
commissions because there would be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,/w - (])
(J' Ct~etLU1il- (~GLJO

No. of Copies rec'd '__
list ABCDE



"C!!ltUtlanb C!!nunty---~rn1U!l ~rtattr"

BUDDY R. McKINNEY
SHERIFF

··C!!ltUtlanb C!!nunty
&~trttf'!l Itpartmtn!

P. O. BOX 1508 SHELBY. NORTH CAROLINA 28150

1994

July 27, 1994

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Commissioner Chong:

We are opposed to the application ofBilled Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be
necessary to route inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate
calls and with whom we have a contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open
access to the telecommunications network and the freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will
take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate
calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none ofwhom will have any obligation to us,
and few will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate
calls. The equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone
network. Given the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide
this equipment without the help of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the
revenue stream that finances our inmate phones. IfBPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be
no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate phone service providers to assist us.
Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The resulting increase in
tension will make it more difficult four our staffto manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmates families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the
FCC's concern ifsome Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive
rates. We do not agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack ofrespo~sibility is Brp. The
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proper and more effective action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs
enforce these rate ceilings through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of
Sheriffs are committed to requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures
that we found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing phone availability, which in turn
decreases the efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our
administrative and security decisions .- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we
have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

~E~
Max E. Blanton, Chief Jailer
Cleveland County Jail
100 Justice Place, Shelby, NC 28150
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